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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.2

DHS notes the commentors' opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents NBAF Final Environmental Impact Statement

December 20082-2716



 

FD0068

Page 1 of 2

Multiple Signatory Letter 2

 

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents NBAF Final Environmental Impact Statement

December 20082-2717



 

FD0068

1| 24.5

Page 2 of 2

Multiple Signatory Letter 2

 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 24.5

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative.   The decision on

whether or not the NBAF is built, and, if so, where will be made based on the following factors: 1)

analyses from the EIS; 2) the four evaluation criteria discussed in Section 2.3.1; 3) applicable federal,

state, and local laws and regulatory requirements; 4) consultation requirements among the federal,

state, and local agencies, as well as federally recognized American Indian Nations; 5) policy

considerations; and 6) public comment.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.2

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative based on safety

concerns.  DHS believes that experience shows that facilities utilizing modern biocontainment

technologies and safety protocols, such as would be employed in the design, construction, and

operation of the NBAF, would enable the NBAF to be safely operated in populated areas such as

Athens.  An example is the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention located in downtown Atlanta,

Georgia.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 4.2

DHS notes the commentor's statement regarding lack of initial consultation with local residents.  DHS

held a competitive process to select potential sites for the proposed NBAF as described in Section

2.3.1 of the NBAF EIS.  A team of federal employees representing multi-department component

offices and multi-governmental agencies (i.e., DHS, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and Department

of Health and Human Services) reviewed the submissions based primarily on environmental

suitability and proximity to research capabilities, proximity to workforce,

acquisition/construction/operations, and community acceptance.  Ultimately, DHS identified five site

alternatives that surpassed others in meeting the evaluation criteria and DHS preferences, and

determined that they, in addition to the Plum Island Site, would be evaluated in the EIS as

alternatives for the proposed NBAF.

 

DHS is committed to free and open public involvement during development of the NBAF EIS and

welcomes comments.  Decisions on whether to construct and operate the NBAF and, if so, where, will

be based on the analyses presented in the NBAF EIS and other factors such as cost, engineering

and technical feasibility, strategic considerations, policy considerations, and public input.  A Record of

Decision that explains the final decisions will be made available no sooner than 30 days after the

NBAF Final EIS is published.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 24.1

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative in favor of the

Plum Island Site Alternative.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 24.4

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 5.0

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative based on

safety concerns.   The NBAF would be designed and constructed using modern biocontainment

technologies, and operated by trained staff and security personnel to ensure the maximum level of

worker and public safety and least risk to the environment in accordance with all applicable federal,

state, and local laws and regulations.

 

DHS held a competitive process to select potential sites for the proposed NBAF as described in

Section 2.3.1 of the NBAF EIS.  A team of federal employees representing multi-department

component offices and multi-governmental agencies (i.e., DHS, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and

Department of Health and Human Services) reviewed the submissions based primarily on

environmental suitability and proximity to research capabilities, proximity to workforce,

acquisition/construction/operations, and community acceptance.  Ultimately, DHS identified five site

alternatives that surpassed others in meeting the evaluation criteria and DHS preferences, and

determined that they, in addition to the Plum Island Site, would be evaluated in the EIS as

alternatives for the proposed NBAF.

 

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 25.3

See response to comment No: 1.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 24.4

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.3

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.4

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 24.3

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.   The decision

on whether or not the NBAF is built, and, if so, where will be made based on the following factors: 1)

analyses from the EIS; 2) the four evaluation criteria discussed in Section 2.3.1; 3) applicable federal,

state, and local laws and regulatory requirements; 4) consultation requirements among the federal,

state, and local agencies, as well as federally recognized American Indian Nations; 5) policy

considerations; and 6) public comment.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.1

DHS notes the Senator's and Representative's opposition to the Plum Island Site Alternative.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 1.0

DHS acknowledges the Senator's and Representative's continued support for PIADC's workforce and

its important mission,  as well as the investment in critical infrastructure upgrades at Plum Island to

allow ongoing and future BSL-3 research.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 23.0

DHS notes the Senator's and Representative's concern regarding the Plum Island Site Alternative. As

noted in Section 2.3.1 of the NBAF EIS, Plum Island was determined to be a reasonable alternative

for the NBAF because it meets NEPA requirements; currently performs much of the NBAF mission

research; fulfills a portion of the goals, mission, and criteria identified for the NBAF; and because

Plum Island is owned by DHS, it was not necessary to respond to its own request for Expressions of

Interest.

 

Comment No: 4                     Issue Code: 5.1

DHS notes the Senator's and Representative's concern regarding performing BSL-4 research on

Plum Island.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.1

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Plum Island Site Alternative.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.3

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.2

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 13.2

DHS notes the commentor’s concern regarding the proximity of the South Milledge Avenue Site to the

Botanical Garden. As indicated in Sections 3.8.3.2 and 3.8.3.3 of the NBAF EIS, construction and

normal operations of the NBAF would have no direct impact on the State Botanical Garden. The

NBAF would affect primarily pasture areas that have low wildlife habitat value due to their disturbed

condition, lack of native vegetation, and lack of wildlife food and cover. The forested portion of the

South Milledge Avenue Site along the Oconee River is a high value riparian wildlife corridor that

connects the Botanical Garden with Whitehall Forest. However, impacts to the forested riparian area

would be minor (0.2 acre), and these impacts would occur within the existing pasture fence-line in

areas that have been disturbed by grazing.  The high value forested riparian corridor would be

preserved; and therefore, the proposed NBAF would not have significant direct impacts on wildlife.

The potential impacts of an accidental release on wildlife are addressed in Section 3.8.9.  Although

the NBAF EIS acknowledges the potential for significant wildlife impacts in the event of an accidental

release, the risk of such a release is extremely low (see Section 3.14).   It has been shown that

modern biosafety laboratories can be safely operated in populated areas and in areas with abundant

wildlife.  State-of-the-art biocontainment facilities such as the Centers for Disease Control  and

Prevention in downtown Atlanta, Georgia, employ modern biocontainment technologies and safety

protocols, such as would be employed in the design, construction, and operation of NBAF.

Furthermore, the purpose of NBAF is to combat diseases that could have significant effects on

wildlife. Research at the NBAF would include the development of vaccines for wildlife that could

prevent adverse impacts from a foreign introduction.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 21.2

DHS notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the impact of a pathogen release on the local

population, livestock industry, businesses and infrastructure.  The NBAF would be designed,

constructed, and operated to ensure the maximum level of public safety and to fulfill all necessary

requirements to protect the environment.  Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF EIS, investigates

the chances of a variety of accidents that could occur with the proposed NBAF and consequences of

potential accidents,  The chances of an accidental release are low.  Although some accidents are

more likely to occur than others (e.g., safety protocol not being followed), the chances of an

accidental release based on human error are low in large part due to the design and implementation

of biocontainment safeguards in conjunction with rigorous personnel training.  For example, as

described in Section 2.2.2.1,  all laboratory staff would receive thorough pre-operational training, as

well as ongoing training, in the handling of hazardous infectious agents, understanding

biocontainment functions of standard and special practices for each biosafety level, and

understanding biocontainment equipment and laboratory characteristics.  Appendix B describes

biocontainment lapses and laboratory acquired infections.  Laboratory-acquired infections have not
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been shown to be a threat to the community at large. As discussed in Section 3.14.3.4, employees

and contractors would be screened prior to employment or engagement and monitored while working,

among other security measures. In addition, oversight of NBAF operations, as described in Section

2.2.2.6,  will be conducted in part by the Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC), which includes

community representative participation, and the APHIS Animal Research Policy and Institutional

Animal Care and Use Committee. Should the NBAF Record of Decision call for the design,

construction, and operations of the NBAF, site specific protocols would then be developed in

coordination with local emergency response agencies and would consider the diversity and density of

populations residing within the local area.  The need for an evacuation under an accident conditions

is considered to be a very low probability event.  DHS would have site-specific standard operating

procedures and emergency response plans in place prior to the initiation of research activities at the

proposed NBAF. 

 

Comment No: 4                     Issue Code: 15.2

DHS notes the commentor's statement regarding employment. The number of short-term and

permanent jobs are discussed in Section 3.10 of the NBAF EIS. It is expected that approximately

2,700 direct temporary jobs would result from construction of the NBAF, with many of the jobs being

filled locally.  Approximately 483 permanent jobs, including the initial 326 direct jobs, would result

from operation of the NBAF, with much of the scientific work force relocating to the region. 

 

Comment No: 5                     Issue Code: 5.1

The proposed NBAF requires BSL-4 capability to meet mission requirements (DHS and USDA).

PIADC does not have BSL-4 laboratory or animal space, and the existing PIADC facilities are

inadequate to support a BSL-4 laboratory.  Upgrading the existing facilities to allow PIADC to meet

the current mission would be more costly than building the NBAF on Plum Island, as discussed in

Section 2.4.1 of the NBAF EIS.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.2

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 21.2

DHS notes the commentor’s concerns regarding an accidental release of a vector, such as a

mosquito,  from the NBAF.  The NBAF would be designed, constructed, and operated to ensure the

maximum level of public safety and to fulfill all necessary requirements to protect the environment.

The NBAF would provide state-of-the-art operating procedures and biocontainment features to

minimize the potential for outside insect vector penetration, laboratory-acquired infections, vector

escape and accidental releases. Section 2.2.1.1 of the NBAF EIS, provides a discussion of the

biosafety fundamentals, goals and design criteria for the NBAF operation. Section 3.14 and Appendix

E investigate the chances of a variety of accidents that could occur with the proposed NBAF and

consequences of potential accidents,  Accidents could occur in the form of procedural violations

(operational accidents), natural phenomena accidents, external events, and intentional acts each of

which has the potential to release a vector. Although some accidents are more likely to occur than

others (e.g., safety protocol not being followed), the chances of an accidental release of a vector are

low. DHS would have site-specific standard operating procedures (SOPs) and response plans in

place prior to the initiation of research activities at the proposed NBAF. In addition, oversight of NBAF

operations, as described in Section 2.2.2.6,  would be conducted in part by the Institutional Biosafety

Committee (IBC), which includes community representative participation, and the APHIS Animal

Research Policy and Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee. An analysis of potential

consequences of a pathogen (e.g. Rift Valley fever [RVF] virus) becoming established in native

mosquito populations surrounding the South Milledge Avenue Site is specifically addressed in

Sections 3.8.9 and Section 3.10.9.1, as well as in Section 3.14.4.1.  Section 3.10.9.1 discusses the

relative suitability of the regional climate of the South Milledge Avenue Site to promote mosquito

survival and virus spread.   As such, the RVF response plan would include a mosquito control action

plan, and the potential consequences of pesticide use in mosquito control would be evaluated during

the preparation of a site specific response plan.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 12.2

DHS notes the commentor’s drought concerns and acknowledges current regional drought

conditions.  As described in Section 3.7.3.3.1 of the NBAF EIS, the South Milledge Avenue Site would

use approximately 118,000 gallons per day of potable water, an amount that is approximately 0.76%

of Athens’ current annual average of 15.5 million gallons per day usage.  The NBAF annual potable

water usage is expected to be approximately equivalent to the amount consumed by 228 residential

homes.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 27.0

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site and information provided.
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 Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 25.2

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 24.6

DHS notes the Senator's support for the Texas Research Park Site Alternative.  The decision on

whether or not the NBAF is built, and, if so, where will be made based on the following factors: 1)

analyses from the EIS; 2) the four evaluation criteria discussed in Section 2.3.1; 3) applicable federal,

state, and local laws and regulatory requirements; 4) consultation requirements among the federal,

state, and local agencies, as well as federally recognized American Indian Nations; 5) policy

considerations; and 6) public comment.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.4

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the NBAF site alternatives, in particular, the Manhattan

Campus Site Alternative.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 21.4

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding risks to humans and livestock. DHS believes that

experience shows that facilities utilizing modern biocontainment technologies and safety protocols,

such as would be employed in the design, construction, and operation of the NBAF, would enable the

NBAF to be safely operated on the U.S.mainland. The NBAF would provide state-of-the-art

biocontainment features and operating procedures to minimize the potential for laboratory-acquired

infections and accidental releases. The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is extremely low.

Sections 3.8.9, 3.10.9, 3.14, and Appendices B, D, and E of the NBAF EIS, provide a detailed

analysis of the consequences from a accidental or deliberate pathogen release.  Should the NBAF

Record of Decision call for the design, construction, and operation of the NBAF then site specific

protocols and emergency response plans would be developed, in coordination with local emergency

response agencies that would consider the diversity and density of human, livestock, and wildlife

populations residing within the area.  DHS would have site-specific standard operating procedures

and emergency response plans in place prior to the initiation of research activities at the NBAF. It has

been shown that modern biosafety laboratories can be safely operated in populated areas.  An

example is the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention in downtown Atlanta, Georgia.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 5.0

DHS notes the commentor's safety concern. As described in Section 2.4.3 of the NBAF EIS, other

potential locations to construct the NBAF were considered during the site selection process but were

eliminated based on evaluation by the selection committee.  It was suggested during the scoping

process that the NBAF be constructed in a remote location such as an island distant from populated

areas or in a location that would be inhospitable (e.g., desert or arctic habitat) to escaped animal

hosts/vectors; however, the evaluation criteria called for proximity to research programs that could be

linked to the NBAF mission and proximity to a technical workforce.  The Plum Island Site is an

isolated location as was suggested while still meeting the criteria.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 21.4

DHS notes the commenter’s concern regarding potential tornado impacts to the NBAF. The NBAF

would be designed and built to withstand the normal meteorological conditions that are present within

the geographic area of the selected site (hurricanes, tornados, etc.).  Given the nature of the facility,

more stringent building codes are applied to the NBAF than are used for homes and most

businesses, regardless of which NBAF site is chosen.  The building would be built to withstand wind

pressures up to 170% of the winds which are expected to occur locally within a period of 50 years.

This means the building’s structural system could resist a wind speed that is expected to occur, on

the average, only once in a 500-year period.

 

In the unlikely event that a 500-year wind storm strikes the facility, the interior BSL-3Ag and BSL-4

spaces would be expected to withstand a 200 mph wind load (commonly determined to be an F3

tornado). If the NBAF took a direct hit from an F3 tornado, the exterior walls and roofing of the

building would likely fail first.  This breach in the exterior skin would cause a dramatic increase in

internal pressures leading to further failure of the building’s interior and exterior walls. However, the

loss of these architectural wall components should actually decrease the overall wind loading applied

to the building, and diminish the possibility of damage to the building’s primary structural system.

Since the walls of the BSL-3Ag and BSL-4 spaces would be reinforced cast-in-place concrete, those

inner walls would be expected to withstand the tornado.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 15.4

DHS notes the commentor's viewpoint.  The economic effects of construction of the NBAF at the

Manhattan Campus Site Alternative are included in Section 3.10.4 of the NBAF EIS.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 4.4

DHS notes the commentor’s concern.  In accordance with NEPA regulations (15 day notice required)

public meeting notice for the Manhattan Campus Site meeting was published in the Manhattan Free

Press on July 14 and July 21, and in the Manhattan Mercury on July 17 and July 25.  The Notice of

Availability for the NBAF EIS was published in the Federal Register on June 27, which also provides

details for all the public meetings regarding the NBAF.  The NBAF web site (http://www.dhs.gov/nbaf)

and designated NBAF reading rooms located at the Manhattan Public Library and Hale Library also

advertised the meetings.  Interested parties who are the NBAF stakeholder mailing list received direct

notification by mail.  DHS supports a vigorous public outreach program and encourages public input

on matters of national and international importance.

 

Comment No: 4                     Issue Code: 5.0

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives. The conclusions

expressed in Section 3.14 show that even though Plum Island has a lower potential impact in case of

a release, the probability of a release is low at all sites. The lower potential effect is due both to the

water barrier around the island and the lack of livestock and suseptible wildlife species.
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 Comment No: 5                     Issue Code: 25.4

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.
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From: Cynthia Jones [cindyjones1@mac.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2008 8:52 AM

To: NBAFProgramManager

Subject: NO THE THE NBAF IN INC

WE ARE HORRIFIED TO THINK THAT THIS ORGANIZATION IS TRYING TO  
CONTAMINATE OUR COMMUNITY BY MOVING TO
NORTH CAROLINA. WE WANT OR VOICES HEARD AND TO BE COUNTED IN THE NO  
VOTE TO BRING NBAF TO BUTNER.

WE MOVED TO NC FOR A CLEANER AND HEALTHIER ENVIRONMENT THAT WHERE WE
LEFT. WE SAY NO NO NO!

ROBERT & CYNTHIA JONES
2421 HAGNEY STREET
RALEIGH NC 27614

1|25.3

WD0195

Page 1 of 1

Multiple Signatory Letter 19

 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.3

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative.
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From: kath.market [kath.market@gmail.com]

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2008 10:24 AM

To: NBAFProgramManager

Subject: No to NBAF

My husband, Schaefer had been growing in NC all his life and he loves 
NC for its nature. I just moved here from Rochester where Schaefer and 
I went to college last summer. I could see why he loves NC. We enjoy 
living here even though the city of Raleigh is blooming and the nature 
is getting less. We are fine with more houses, stores, restaurants, and 
offices building here as long as they're not hazard to environment. But 
we're not fine with NBAF planning to move to this beautiful state from 
an isolated island off the coast of NY. We consider it as a threat to 
environment. Again, please don't let NBAF move here.

Please consider this for the lives of NC seriously.

Jennifer and Schaefer Kath

1|25.3
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.3

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative based on

threats to the environment.  The NBAF would be designed and constructed using modern

biocontainment technologies, and operated by trained staff and security personnel to ensure the

maximum level of worker and public safety and least risk to the environment in accordance with all

applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.
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From: Katherine Kaufman [katherine-asiatica@kc.rr.com]

Sent: Friday, August 15, 2008 3:41 PM

To: NBAFProgramManager

Subject: NBAF

Mr. James V Johnson
US Dept of Homeland Security: Science & Technology Directorate

The National Bio & Agro-Defense Facility needs to be located at Kansas State University, Manhattan, 
Kansas.  Kansas supports it, K-State supports it, I support it; and I hope that you will support it.  What a 
great place to locate, given K-State’s nationally known contributions to science as it relates to 
food/agriculture and animal research.
Thank you for listening.
Katherine and Gary Kaufman
10609 W 88th Terrace
Overland Park, KS 66214

1|24.4
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 24.4

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.  The decision on

whether or not the NBAF is built, and, if so, where will be made based on the following factors: 1)

analyses from the EIS; 2) the four evaluation criteria discussed in Section 2.3.1; 3) applicable federal,

state, and local laws and regulatory requirements; 4) consultation requirements among the federal,

state, and local agencies, as well as federally recognized American Indian Nations; 5) policy

considerations; and 6) public comment.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.3

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative based on

safety concerns.  The NBAF would be designed and constructed using modern biocontainment

technologies, and operated by trained staff and security personnel to ensure the maximum level of

worker and public safety and least risk to the environment in accordance with all applicable federal,

state, and local laws and regulations.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.4

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 21.4

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the impact from a release of foot and mouth disease

from NBAF operations at the Manhattan Campus Site.  Section 3.14 and Appendix E of the NBAF

EIS present the analysis of a variety of accidents that could occur  and  the potential consequences.

Accidents could occur in the form of procedural violations (operational accidents), natural phenomena

accidents, external events, and intentional acts. Although some accidents are more likely to occur

than others (e.g., safety protocol not being followed), the chances of an accidental release are low. 

 

The specific objective of the hazard identification, accident analysis, and risk assessment is to identify

the likelihood and consequences from accidents or intentional subversive acts. In addition to

identifying the potential for or likelihood of the scenarios leading to adverse consequences, this

analysis provides support for the identification of specific engineering and administrative controls to

either prevent a pathogen release or mitigate the consequences of such a release. As detailed in

Section 3.14.3.4, employees and contractors would be screened prior to employment or engagement

and monitored while working, among other security measures. In addition, oversight of NBAF

operations, as described in Section 2.2.2.6 of the NBAF EIS,  would be conducted in part by the

Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC), which includes community representative participation, and

the APHIS Animal Research Policy and Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee.

 

While the risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is extremely low, the economic effect would be

significant for all sites.    DHS cannot guarantee that the NBAF would never experience an accident.

However, the risk of an accidental release of a pathogen from the NBAF is extremely low. The

economic impact of an accidental release, including the impact on the livestock-related industries, is

presented in Section 3.10.9 and Appendix D. The major economic effect from an accidental release

of a pathogen would be a potential ban on all U.S. livestock products until the country was

determined to be disease-free.

 

Should the NBAF Record of Decision call for the design, construction, and operations of the NBAF at

the Manhattan Campus Site, site-specific protocols would then be developed in coordination with

local emergency response agencies and would consider the diversity and density of populations

residing within the local area, to include agricultural livestock. DHS would have site-specific standard

operating procedures and emergency response plans in place prior to the initiation of research

activities at the proposed NBAF. Emergency response plans would include the current USDA

emergency response plan for foot and mouth disease, which includes compensation for livestock

losses. 

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 5.1
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DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site.  The conclusions expressed in Section

3.14 show that even though Plum Island has a lower potential impact in case of a release, the

probability of a release is low at all sites. The lower potential effect is due both to the water barrier

around the island and the lack of livestock and suseptible wildlife species.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 21.3

DHS notes the commentors’ concern for security for NBAF operations at the Umstead Research

Farm Site.  Regardless of location, the NBAF would have the levels of protection and control required

by applicable DHS security directives. Security would be provided by a series of fencing, security

cameras, and protocols.  In addition, a dedicated security force would be present onsite.  Additional

security could be provided via cooperation with local law enforcement agencies.  A separate Threat

and Risk Assessment (TRA) (designated as For Official Use Only) was developed outside of the EIS

process in accordance with the requirements stipulated in federal regulations.  The purpose of the

TRA was to identify potential vulnerabilities and weaknesses associated with the NBAF and would be

used to recommend the most prudent measures to establish a reasonable level of risk for the security

of operations of the NBAF and public safety. Because of the importance of the NBAF mission and the

associated work with potential high-biocontainment pathogens, critical information related to the

potential for adverse consequences as a result of intentional acts has been incorporated into the

NEPA process.  

 

The decision to use government or private security forces to protect the NBAF has not been made at

this time.  Regardless of the decision, NBAF would have the levels of protection and control required

by applicable DHS security directives.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 23.0

The pathogens that would be studied at the NBAF as discussed in Section 2.2.1 of the NBAF EIS

include foot and mouth disease virus, classical swine fever virus, vesicular stomatitis virus, Rift Valley

fever virus, Nipah virus, Hendra virus, and African swine fever virus.  Should the NBAF be directed to

study any pathogens not included in the list of pathogens included in the NBAF EIS, DHS and USDA

would conduct an evaluation of the new pathogen(s) to determine if the potential challenges and

consequences were bounded by the current study.  If not, a new risk assessment would be prepared

and a separate NEPA evaluation may be required.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 2.0

DHS notes the commentors’ concerns regarding apparent contradictions in government reports.  DHS

believes that experience shows that facilities utilizing modern biocontainment technologies and safety

protocols, such as would be employed in the design, construction, and operation of the NBAF, would

enable the NBAF to be safely operated on the mainland.  An example is the Centers for Disease

Control and Prevention in downtown Atlanta, Georgia.

 

Comment No: 4                     Issue Code: 23.0

DHS notes the commentors’ concerns regarding the need for aerial spraying and its potential

environmental risks.  The NBAF would be designed, constructed, and operated to ensure the

maximum level of public safety and to fulfill all necessary requirements to protect the environment.

An analysis of potential consequences of a pathogen (e.g., Rift Valley fever [RVF] virus) becoming
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established in native mosquito populations surrounding the Umstead Research Farm Site is

specifically addressed in Sections 3.8.9 and 3.10.9.5, as well as in Section 3.14.4.5 of the NBAF EIS.

Section 3.10.9.5 discusses the relative suitability of the regional climate of the Umstead Research

Farm Site to promote mosquito survival and virus spread.

 

DHS would have site-specific standard operating procedures (SOPs) and response plans in place

prior to the initiation of research activities at the NBAF. RVF and foot and mouth disease SOPs and

response plans would likely include strategies that are similar. However, the RVF response plan

would also include a mosquito control action plan.  The potential consequences of pesticide use

would be evaluated during the preparation of a site-specific response plan.

 

Comment No: 5                     Issue Code: 5.3

The preliminary cost estimates to construct and operate the NBAF are described in Section 2.5 of the

NBAF EIS.  Additional cost information is included in the Site Cost Analysis that can be found on the

DHS Web site. The Site Cost Analysis includes site-specific costs including any infrastructure or road

improvements required for the NBAF.

 

Comment No: 6                     Issue Code: 20.3

DHS notes the commentors’ concerns regarding safeguarding the institutionalized populations, which

is addressed in Section 3.10.7.1 of the NBAF EIS.  The NBAF would be designed, constructed, and

operated to ensure the maximum level of public safety and to fulfill all necessary requirements to

protect the environment.  As described in Chapter 3 and summarized in Section 2.5, the impacts of

activities during normal operations at any of the six site alternatives would likely be minor.  Section

3.14 and Appendix E present the analyses of a variety of accidents that could occur and the potential

consequences.  Accidents could occur in the form of procedural violations (operational accidents),

natural phenomena accidents, external events, and intentional acts.  Although some accidents are

more likely to occur than others (e.g., safety protocol not being followed), the chances of an

accidental release are low.  Should the NBAF Record of Decision call for the design, construction,

and operations of the NBAF then a site-specific emergency response plan would be developed and

coordinated with the local emergency management plan regarding evacuations and other emergency

response measures.  The plan would address accidents at the NBAF and would include stipulations

for any special-needs populations.  However, the need for evacuation, and particularly actions that

would affect the special-needs populations, would be a very low probability event.

 

Comment No: 7                     Issue Code: 25.3

DHS notes the commentors’ opposition to the Umstead Research Farm Site Alternative
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 24.5

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative.   The decision on

whether or not the NBAF is built, and, if so, where will be made based on the following factors: 1)

analyses from the EIS; 2) the four evaluation criteria discussed in Section 2.3.1; 3) applicable federal,

state, and local laws and regulatory requirements; 4) consultation requirements among the federal,

state, and local agencies, as well as federally recognized American Indian Nations; 5) policy

considerations; and 6) public comment.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 5.0

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 24.1

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Plum Island Site Alternative based on safety concerns.

The NBAF would be designed and constructed using modern biocontainment technologies, and

operated by trained staff and security personnel to ensure the maximum level of worker and public

safety and least risk to the environment in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws

and regulations.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.2

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 2.0

DHS notes the commentor's lack of trust in the federal government.  DHS believes that experience

shows that facilities utilizing modern biocontainment technologies and safety protocols, such as would

be employed in the design, construction, and operation of the NBAF, would enable the NBAF to be

safely operated at any of the six alternatives.  An example is the Centers for Disease Control and

Prevention located in downtown Atlanta, Georgia.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.4

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 15.4

DHS notes the commentor's concern. The potential biological and socioeconomic effects from a

pathogen release from the NBAF are included in Sections 3.8.9 and 3.10.9 of the NBAF EIS,

respectively.  The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is extremely low, but DHS

acknowledges that the possible effects would be significant for all sites.  As noted in Section 3.10.9

and Appendix D, the major economic effect from an accidental release of a pathogen would be a ban

on all U.S. livestock products until the country was determined to be disease-free.  The mainland

sites have similar economic consequences regardless of the livestock populations in the region.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 5.0

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the five mainland site alternatives. The conclusions

expressed in Section 3.14 of the EIS show that even though the Plum Island Site Alternative has a

lower potential impact in case of a release, the probability of a release is low at all sites. It has been

shown that modern biosafety laboratories can be safely operated in populated areas.  An example is

the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention in downtown Atlanta, Georgia, where such facilities

employ modern biocontainment technologies and safety protocols, such as would be employed in the

design, construction, and operation of the NBAF.

 

Comment No: 4                     Issue Code: 5.0

As discussed in Section 2.4.1 of the NBAF EIS, the proposed NBAF would require BSL-4 capability.

PIADC does not have BSL-4 laboratory space, and the existing infrastructure is inadequate to support

a BSL-4 laboratory. Refurbishing the existing facilities and obsolete infrastructure to allow PIADC to

meet the new mission would be more costly than building the NBAF on Plum Island. In addition, for

the existing facility to be refurbished, current research activities might have to be suspended for

extensive periods.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.2

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the South Milledge Avenue Site Alternative.

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 12.2

DHS notes the commentor’s drought concerns and acknowledges current regional drought

conditions.  As described in Section 3.7.3.3.1 of the NBAF EIS, the South Milledge Avenue Site

would use approximately 118,000 gallons per day of potable water, an amount that is approximately

0.76% of Athens’ current annual average of 15.5 million gallons per day usage.  The NBAF annual

potable water usage is expected to be approximately equivalent to the amount consumed by 228

residential homes.

 

Comment No: 3                     Issue Code: 8.2

DHS notes the commentor's concern regarding the adequacy of the utility infrastructure to support the

NBAF operation at the South Milledge Avenue Site. Section 3.3.3 of the NBAF EIS includes an

assessment of the current infrastructure, a discussion of the potential effects from construction and

operation of the NBAF, and the identification of any infrastructure improvements necessary to meet

design criteria and insure safe operation. Should a site be selected for NBAF, any needed

infrastructure improvements to ensure service reliability would be identified in accordance with the

final facility design.

 

Comment No: 4                     Issue Code: 2.0

DHS notes the commentor's lack of confidence in DHS's ability to safely operate the NBAF.  The

NBAF would be designed and constructed using modern biocontainment technologies, and operated

by trained staff and security personnel to ensure the maximum level of worker and public safety and

least risk to the environment in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and

regulations.

 

Comment No: 5                     Issue Code: 15.2

DHS notes the commentor's concern. The risk of an accidental release of a pathogen is extremely

low, but DHS acknowledges that the possible effects would be significant for all sites.  The potential

biological and socioeconomic effects from a pathogen release from the NBAF are included in

Sections 3.8.9 and 3.10.9 of the NBAF EIS, respectively.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 24.5

DHS notes the commentor's support for the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative.  The economic

effects of the NBAF at the Flora Industrial Park Site Alternative are included in Section 3.10.5 of the

NBAF EIS.  The decision on whether or not the NBAF is built, and, if so, where will be made based on

the following factors: 1) analyses from the EIS; 2) the four evaluation criteria discussed in Section

2.3.1; 3) applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulatory requirements; 4) consultation

requirements among the federal, state, and local agencies, as well as federally recognized American

Indian Nations; 5) policy considerations; and 6) public comment.  

 

Comment No: 2                     Issue Code: 15.5

See response for Comment No: 1.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.6

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Texas Research Park Site Alternative.
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 Comment No: 1                     Issue Code: 25.4

DHS notes the commentor's opposition to the Manhattan Campus Site Alternative based on safety

concerns. The NBAF would be designed and constructed using modern biocontainment technologies,

and operated by trained staff and security personnel to ensure the maximum level of worker and

public safety and least risk to the environment in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and

local laws and regulations.
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